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DETAILED ACTION
Status
1. This action is in response to the amendment filed on August 25, 2008. Claims 1-
34 are pending. Claims 7-33 are withdrawn. Claims 1-6 and 34 have been amended. No
claims have been added.
Response to Arguments
2. Applicant's arguments with respect to claims 1-6 and 34 have been considered

but are moot in view of the new ground(s) of rejection.

3. Also, Examiner notes that, as per MPEP § 2144.03(C), the statements of Official
Notice made in the art rejection have been established as admitted prior art since
Applicant has not traversed the Examiner’s assertions of Official Notice. More
specifically, the following statements of Official Notice are now formally established on
record as admitted prior art: the six steps taken in claim 5 with respect to search criteria
are old and well known in the art at the time of the invention to be basic steps in a

typical search query

Specification
4. The amendment filed August 25, 2008 is objected to under 35 U.S.C. 132(a)
because it introduces new matter into the disclosure. 35 U.S.C. 132(a) states that no
amendment shall introduce new matter into the disclosure of the invention. The added

material which is not supported by the original disclosure is as follows: The applicant
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included details of the payment history data being indicative of quality of credit
associated with a customer. There is no teaching of any type of quality in the
specification, thus this is new matter.

Applicant is required to cancel the new matter in the reply to this Office Action.

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 112

5. The following is a quotation of the first paragraph of 35 U.S.C. 112:

The specification shall contain a written description of the invention, and of the manner and process of
making and using it, in such full, clear, concise, and exact terms as to enable any person skilled in the
art to which it pertains, or with which it is most nearly connected, to make and use the same and shall
set forth the best mode contemplated by the inventor of carrying out his invention.

6. Claims 1 and 34 rejected under 35 U.S.C. 112, first paragraph, as failing to
comply with the written description requirement. The claim(s) contains subject matter
which was not described in the specification in such a way as to reasonably convey to
one skilled in the relevant art that the inventor(s), at the time the application was filed,
had possession of the claimed invention. The applicant included details of the payment
history data being indicative of quality of credit associated with a customer. There is no

teaching of any type of quality in the specification, thus this is new matter.

7. The following is a quotation of the second paragraph of 35 U.S.C. 112:

The specification shall conclude with one or more claims patrticularly pointing out and distinctly
claiming the subject matter which the applicant regards as his invention.

8. Claims 1-6 and 34 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 112, second paragraph, as
being indefinite for failing to particularly point out and distinctly claim the subject matter

which applicant regards as the invention.
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9. Regarding claims 1 and 34, the phrase "a quality of credit" renders the claim
indefinite because it is unclear what the applicant is referring to when stating a quality of
credit. Is the applicant referring to good vs. bad credit for an individual? Is the applicant
referring to accurate vs. inaccurate information? Is the quality of information labeled?

How do you know if the data history indicates or is indicative to a quality of credit or not?

10.  Claims 2-6 are also rejected as being dependent on rejected claim 1.

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103
11.  The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all

obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action:

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set
forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains.
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made.

12. Claims 1, 3, 34 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over

Schrader et al. (US 5903881 A) in view of Peters (1995).

13. Regarding claim 1, Schrader teaches automatically exchanging credit information
(see at least col. 16, line 40 — col. 17, line 20). Schrader teaches obtaining payment
history data from a member's accounting system, wherein the payment history data is
associated with at least one of a plurality of customers (see at least col. 10, lines 9-54,

col. 5, line 60 — col. 7, line 15, col. 19, lines 25-46). Schrader teaches creating a
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payment history file that contains the payment history data (see at least col. 12, lines
28-62, col. 13, line 10 — col. 14, line 50). Schrader teaches loading the payment history
file through the Internet to a system database (see at least col. 12, lines 28-62, col. 13,
line 10 — col. 14, line 50). Schrader teaches validating the payment history data by
comparing the obtained history data to a data record associated with the first customer
if the data record associated with the first customer is present in a centralized data
repository (col. 11, line 56 — col. 12, line 26, col. 16, line 62 — col. 18, line 43). Schrader
teaches evaluating the payment history data in the payment history file (see at least col.
5, line 60 — col. 7, line 15). Schrader teaches formatting the payment history file into a
payment history report (col. 13, line 42 — 45). Schrader teaches storing the payment
history report in the centralized data repository (see at least col. 13, line 5 — col. 14, line
56). Schrader does not specifically teach a quality of credit. However, Peters teaches
wherein payment history data is indicative of a quality of credit (pg. 1-7). Schrader
teaches integrating banking tasks and information such as credit information and
payment history users need to perform a variety of useful banking activities. Peters
teaches an exchange of credit information including payment history. It would have
been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention to use
information indicative of quality of credit as in the improvement discussed in Peters in
the system executing the method of Schrader. As in Peters, it is within the capabilities of
one of ordinary skill in the art to have credit information of more quality when assessing
payment history data. Schrader teaches a report generation module but does not

specifically teach providing payment history report to a requestor. However, Peters
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teaches providing the payment history report to a requestor upon receiving a request
corresponding to the first one customer (pg. 1-7). One of ordinary skill in the art would
have recognized that applying the known technique of Peters would have yielded
predictable results and resulted in an improved system. It would have been recognized
that applying the technique of Peters to the teachings of Schrader would have yielded
predicable results because the level of ordinary skill in the art demonstrated by the
references applied shows the ability to incorporate such data requesting features into
similar systems. Further, applying a response to a payment history request to Schrader
would have been recognized by those of ordinary skill in the art as resulting in an
improved system that would allow more functionality to Schrader. Adding a requesting

function to a piece of software was known at the time of the invention.

14. Regarding claim 3, Schrader teaches automatically obtaining and exchanging
credit information (see at least col. 16, line 40 — col. 17, line 20). Schrader opening the
payment history; determining the payment history file type; validating the format of the
payment history file; loading the payment history file into a system database file (col. 10,
line 54 — col. 11, line 40, col. 18, line 8-17, col. 16, line 40-61, col. 13, line 7 — col. 14,
line 57, col. 17, line 5-11, col. 18, line 46-65, col. 15, line 55 — col. 16, line 21, claim 7).
Schrader teaches performing a scrubbing routine on the payment history data to
remove suspect payment history data (col. 11, line 56 — col. 12, line 26, col. 16, line 62
— col. 18, line 43). Schrader teaches performing matching routines on the payment

history data, wherein new lenders are created if no matching lender is found in the
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system database, and at least one of adding or updating payment history data in the
system database is performed if a matching lender is found in the system database (col.

9, line 19-30, col. 16, line 63 - col. 18, line 62).

15.  Regarding claim 34, Schrader teaches automatically obtaining and exchanging
credit information (see at least col. 16, line 40 — col. 17, line 20). Schrader teaches
obtaining payment history data from a member's accounting system over the Internet,
wherein the payment history data is associated with at least a first customer (see at
least col. 10, lines 9-54, col. 5, line 60 — col. 7, line 15). Schrader teaches attempting to
retrieve customer data associated with the first customer from a centralized data
repository (col. 13, line 10 — col. 14, line 50). Schrader teaches validating the payment
history data by comparing the obtained history data to the historical payment customer
data associated with the first customer (col. 11, line 56 — col. 12, line 26, col. 16, line 62
— col. 18, line 43). Schrader teaches formatting the payment history data into a payment
history report and storing the payment history report in the centralized data repository
(see at least col. 13, line 5 — col. 14, line 56). Schrader does not specifically teach a
quality of credit. However, Peters teaches wherein payment history data is indicative of
a quality of credit (pg. 1-7). Schrader teaches integrating banking tasks and information
such as credit information and payment history users need to perform a variety of useful
banking activities. Peters teaches an exchange of credit information including payment
history. It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the

invention to use information indicative of quality of credit as in the improvement
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discussed in Peters in the system executing the method of Schrader. As in Peters, it is
within the capabilities of one of ordinary skill in the art to have credit information of more
quality when assessing payment history data. Schrader teaches a report generation
module but does not specifically teach providing payment history report to a requestor.
However, Peters teaches providing the payment history report to a requestor upon
receiving a request corresponding to the first one customer (pg. 1-7). One of ordinary
skill in the art would have recognized that applying the known technique of Peters would
have yielded predictable results and resulted in an improved system. It would have
been recognized that applying the technique of Peters to the teachings of Schrader
would have yielded predicable results because the level of ordinary skill in the art
demonstrated by the references applied shows the ability to incorporate such data
requesting features into similar systems. Further, applying a response to a payment
history request to Schrader would have been recognized by those of ordinary skill in the
art as resulting in an improved system that would allow more functionality to Schrader.
Adding a requesting function to a piece of software was known at the time of the

invention.

16. Claim 2 and 6 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over
Schrader et al. (US 5903881 A) in view of Peters (1995) in further view of Basch et al.

(US 6119103 A).
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17. Regarding claim 2, Schrader teaches automatically obtaining and exchanging
credit information (see at least col. 16, line 40 — col. 17, line 20). Schrader teaches
modeling (see at least col. 5, line 60 — col. 7, line 15). Schrader does not specifically
teach scoring. However Basch teaches scoring of customer information (col. 3, line 50 —
col. 20, line 53). Schrader teaches online banking and financial transactions and using
that data for further functions. Basch teaches receiving transaction data pertaining to a
plurality of transactions for a financial account and using that data for further functions.
It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention
to modify Schrader to include the details of credit scoring. Schrader uses the financial
information such as bill payment and account balances used for credit scoring. It is the
responsibly of a prudent business owner to evaluate the credit worthiness of customers
before extending credit. Since the customer information and past credit history is in
financial programs it would have been obvious to add credit evaluation to this tool in

order to identify credit risks and problematic accounts.

18. Regarding claim 6, Schrader teaches automatically obtaining and exchanging
credit information (see at least col. 16, line 40 — col. 17, line 20). Schrader teaches
modeling (see at least col. 5, line 60 — col. 7, line 15). Schrader does not specifically
teach scoring. However Basch teaches computing summary and scoring information,
including a high credit value, a total lease balance, total current payments, and a total
number of times a customer had an overdue payment; and displaying the summary

information (col. 3, line 50 — col. 20, line 53). Schrader teaches online banking and
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financial transactions and using that data for further functions. Basch teaches receiving
transaction data pertaining to a plurality of transactions for a financial account and using
that data for further functions. It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the
art at the time of the invention to modify Schrader to include the details of credit scoring.
Schrader uses the financial information such as bill payment and account balances
used for credit scoring. It is the responsibly of a prudent business owner to evaluate the
credit worthiness of customers before extending credit. Since the customer information
and past credit history is in financial programs it would have been obvious to add credit

evaluation to this tool in order to identify credit risks and problematic accounts.

19.  Claim 4 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Schrader

et al. (US 5903881 A) in view of Peters (1995) in further view of Mullins (August 1998).

20. Regarding claim 4, Schrader teaches a scrubbing routine on the payment history
and modifying the payment history data (col. 11, line 56 - col. 12, line 26, col. 16, line 62
- col. 18, line 43). Schrader does not specifically teach thresholds within a scrubbing
routine. However, Mullins teaches performing a scrubbing routine on the data further
comprises the step of modifying the suspect data based upon thresholds set by the
member (pg. 1-6). Schrader teaches online banking and financial transactions and
using that data for further functions. Mullins teaches data mining and data cleansing. It
would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention to

modify Schrader to include the details of a threshold. It is important to validate data in
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order to prevent processing errors in the future. The threshold to data scrubbing is a
necessity because data scrubbing is by nature something that could go on until infinity.
It is a resource application problem. Some limits need to placed in order to avoid using
up all your resources. While these small errors may seem like a trivial problem, when
merging corrupt or erroneous data into multiple databases, the problem may be
multiplied by the millions. This so-called "dirty data" has been a problem as long as
there have been computers, but the problem is becoming more critical as businesses
are becoming more complex and data warehouses are merging data from multiple
sources. There is no point in having a comprehensive database if that database is filled

with errors and disputed information.

21. Claim 5 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Schrader
et al. (US 5903881 A) in view of Peters (1995) in further view of Official Notice now

admitted prior art.

22. Regarding claim 5, Schrader teaches automatically obtaining and exchanging
credit information (see at least col. 16, line 40 — col. 17, line 20). Schrader teaches
formatting the payment history file into a payment history report (col. 13, line 42 — 45).
However, Schrader does not specifically teach search criteria. However, Official notice
now admitted prior art is taken that the six steps taken in claim 5 with respect to search
criteria are old and well known in the art at the time of the invention to be basic steps in

a typical search query. Every search query involves first having a criteria or search
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topic. The databases are then searched for whatever specific details that are desired.
As each search is run a search history keeps the log of the search. If a match to the
query is found the customer data is displayed. The final steps to a typical search query
involve generating a report and either displaying it on a computer screen or printing the
data out. Schrader teaches a report generation module but does not specifically teach
providing payment history report to a requestor. However, Peters teaches providing the
payment history report to a requestor upon receiving a request corresponding to the first
one customer (pg. 1-7). One of ordinary skill in the art would have recognized that
applying the known technique of Peters would have yielded predictable results and
resulted in an improved system. It would have been recognized that applying the
technique of Peters to the teachings of Schrader would have yielded predicable results
because the level of ordinary skill in the art demonstrated by the references applied
shows the ability to incorporate such data requesting features into similar systems.
Further, applying a response to a payment history request to Schrader would have been
recognized by those of ordinary skill in the art as resulting in an improved system that
would allow more functionality to Schrader. Adding a requesting function to a piece of

software was known at the time of the invention.

23. Examiner's Note: The Examiner has cited particular columns and line numbers
in the references as applied to the claims for the convenience of the applicant.
Although the specified citations are representative of the teachings in the art and are

applied to the specific limitations within the individual claim, other passages and figures
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may apply as well. It is respectfully requested from the applicant, in preparing the
responses, to fully consider the references in entirety as potentially teaching all or part
of the claimed invention, as well as the context of the passage as taught by the prior art

or disclosed by the examiner.

Conclusion
24.  Applicant's amendment necessitated the new ground(s) of rejection presented in
this Office action. Accordingly, THIS ACTION IS MADE FINAL. See MPEP
§ 706.07(a). Applicant is reminded of the extension of time policy as set forth in 37
CFR 1.136(a).

A shortened statutory period for reply to this final action is set to expire THREE
MONTHS from the mailing date of this action. In the event a first reply is filed within
TWO MONTHS of the mailing date of this final action and the advisory action is not
mailed until after the end of the THREE-MONTH shortened statutory period, then the
shortened statutory period will expire on the date the advisory action is mailed, and any
extension fee pursuant to 37 CFR 1.136(a) will be calculated from the mailing date of
the advisory action. In no event, however, will the statutory period for reply expire later
than SIX MONTHS from the date of this final action.

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the
examiner should be directed to JAMIE H. SWARTZ whose telephone number is
(571)272-7363. The examiner can normally be reached on 8:00am-4:30pm Monday-

Friday.
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If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner’s
supervisor, James Trammell can be reached on (571) 272-6712. The fax phone
number for the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-
273-8300.

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR.
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only.
For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). If you would like assistance from a
USPTO Customer Service Representative or access to the automated information

system, call 800-786-9199 (IN USA OR CANADA) or 571-272-1000.

J.H.S./
Examiner, Art Unit 3694

/Mary Cheung/
Primary Examiner, Art Unit 3694
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